Oc  TH'S  pAoT 


REPORT  DOCUMENTATION  PAGE 


la  REPORT  SECURITY  CLASSIFICATION 

unclassified 


1b  RESTRICTIVE  MARKINGS 


2a  SECURITY  CLASSIFICATION  AUTHORITY 


2D  DECLASSIFICATION /DOWNGRADING  SCHEDULE 


3  DISTRIBUTION /AVAILABILITY  OF  REPORT 

Approved  for  public  release;  distribution  is 
unlimited. 


4  PERFORMING  ORGANIZATION  REPORT  NUMBER(S) 
TN  88-26 


5.  MONITORING  ORGANIZATION  REPORT  NUMBER(S) 


6a  NAME  OF  PERFORMING  ORGANIZATION 

Navy  Personnel  Research  and 
Development  Center 


6b  OFFICE  SYMBOL 
(If  applicable) 
Code  62 


7a.  NAME  OF  MONITORING  ORGANIZATION 


6c  ADDRESS  (Cfy,  State,  and  ZIP  Code,) 

San  Diego,  CA  92152-6800 


7b  ADDRESS  (City,  State,  and  ZIP  Code) 


8a.  NAME  OF  FUNDING /SPONSORING 
ORGANIZATION 

Office  of  Naval  Research 


8b  OFFICE  SYMBOL 
(If  applicable) 


9  PROCUREMENT  INSTRUMENT  IDENTIFICATION  NUMBER 


8c  ADDRESS  (City,  State  and  ZIP  Code) 


Washington,  DC  2221 7-5000 


10  SOURCE  OF  FUNDING  NUMBERS 


PROGRAM 
ELEMENT  NO 

62233N 


PROJECT 

NO 

RM33M20 


TASK  WORK  UNIT 

NO  ACCESSION  NO 

RM33M20.06 


V)  TITLE  (Include  Security  Classification) 

Officer  Career  Development:  URL  Officers  in  Joint-Duty  Assignments 


12.  PERSONAL  AUTHQR(S) 

Robert  F.  Morrison 


13a.  TYPE^OF _R|EPORT 


13b  TIME 
FROM 


mo-7  c  I14  OAtLOF  PEfORT  (rear.  Month,  Day)  15  PAGE  COUNT 
TO  1987  5ep  1.988  March  12 


16  SUPPLEMENTARY  NOTATION 


17  COSATI  CODES 

pieiD 

GROUP 

SUB-GROUP 

05 

09 

18  SUBJECT  TERMS  {Continue  on  reverse  if  necessary  and  identify  by  block  number) 

Career  management,  joint  service,  job  characteristics 


19  ABSTRACT  (Continue  on  reverse  if  necessary  and  identify  by  block  number) 

This  report  is  the  seventh  in  a  series  that  examines  officer  career  development.  Two  unrestricted 
line  (URL)  officer  communities  were  examined:  aviation  (AWOs)  and  surface  (SWOs).  The  purpose  of 
this  research  was  to  use  the  contrasting  impressions  that  URL  officers  have  among  joint-duty  shore, 
Navy  shore,  and  Navy  sea  duty  billets  and  commands  to  aid  in  the  development  of  the  Navy's  new  joint- 
duty  career  policy.  Using  an  existing  data  base,  the  assessments  that  315  aviation  and  153  surface 
officers  had  of  their  respective  assignments  were  analyzed.  Navy  sea  duty  was  evaluated  as  much  more 
intrinsically  rewarding  by  both  groups  of  officers  than  either  type  of  shore  duty.  Aviators  observed  that 
sea  duty  was  significantly  less  extrinsically  rewarding  than  any  officers  considered  the  other  three  types 
of  billets.  Both  groups  of  officers  noted  that  sea  duty  was  an  indication  that  the  Navy  wanted  them  to 
continue  on  active  duty,  possibly  denoting  that  they  were  promotable.  The  results  indicated  that  if  sea 
duty  opportunities  are  reduced  as  a  result  of  joint-duty  billet  requirements,  the  AWOs  and  SWOs  may  not 
accept  a  new  policy  very  willingly.  Substituting  joint-duty  shore  tours  for  Navy  shore  tours  may  produce 
the  best  results  with  less  impact  on  surface  warfare  than  on  aviation  officers. 


20  DISTRIBUTION /AVAILABILITY  OF  ABSTRACT 

El  UNCLASSIFIED/UNLIMITED  □  SAME  AS  RPT  □  DTIC  USERS 


21.  ABSTRACT  SECURITY  CLASSIFICATION 

UNCLASSIFIED 


22*  NAME  OF  RESPONSIBLE  INDIVIDUAL 

Robert  F.  Morrison 


22b.  TELEPHONE  (Include  Area  Code)  I  22c  OFFICE  SYMBOL 

(619)  225-2181 _ I  Code  62 


DD  FORM  1473, 8«  MAR 


83  APR  edition  may  be  used  until  exhausted 
All  other  editions  are  obsolete. 


SECURITY  CLASSIFICATION  OF  THIS  PAGE 


UNCLASSIFIED 


AN 

<  1  ) 

AD-A191  667 

FG 

(2) 

050900 

Cl 

( 3 ) 

(U) 

CA 

(5) 

NAVY  PERSONNEL  RESEARCH  AND  DEVELOPMENT  CENTER 

SAN 

• 

* 

DIEGO  CA 

TI 

(6) 

0 -f  -f  i  c e r  C a r e e r  D e v e  1  o o m e n 1 1  U R L.  (Unrestric. t e d 
Officers  in  J o 1 n t - D u t v  A s s i a n m ents. 

Line) 

TC 

(8) 

(U) 

DN 

(9) 

Final  rept.  Jul  86 -Sep  87, 

AU 

( 1 0 ) 

M  o  r  r  i  s  o  n  ,  R  o  b  e  r  t  F , 

RD 

(ID 

Mar  1988 

P  G 

(12) 

15 

RS 

( 1 4 ) 

NPRDC—TN— 88-26 

PJ 

(16) 

RM33M20 

TN 

(  1 7 ) 

RM33M20. 06 

RC 

(20) 

Unc 1 assi f led  report 

DE 

(23) 

♦OFFICER  PERSONNEL.  ACTIVE  DUTY.  AERONAUTICS, 

CAREERS , 

JL)C  (24) 
I  D  ( 25  > 
1C  (26) 
AB  (27) 


AC 

DL 


(28) 

(33) 


COMMUNITIES.  DATA  BASES .  IMPACT.  NAVAL  PERSONNEL.  NAVAL 
SHORE  FAC I L 1 T 1 ES ■  PERSONNEL  DEVELOPMENT ,  P I LOTS . 

POL 1 C I ES ,  SEA  BASED „  SHORES ,  SURFACES ,  TRAVEL ,  WARF ARE . 
B I LLETS ( PERSONNEL ) ,  PERSONNEL  MANAGEMENT .  JO I N I" 

M I L I TAR Y  ACT  I V 1 1  1 ES .  A V I AT  I ON  PERSONNEL . 

( ti ) 

Surf ace  warfare  off i cers „  PE62233N. 

(U) 

T  h  is  re  d  o  r  t  x  s  t  n  e  s  e  v  e  n  t  h  i  n  a  s  e  r  x  e  s  t  h  a  t.  e  x  a  m  x  n  e  s  ^ 
o  f  f  x  c  e  r  c  a  r  e  e  r  d  e  v  e  i  o  d  m  e  n  t .  T  w  o  u  n  r  e  s  t  r  :l  c  t  e  d  i  x  n  e  ( U  R  L ) 
o  f  f  x  c  e  r  c  o  m  m  u  n  x  t  x  e  s  w  e  r  e  e  x  a  rn  x  r  i  a  c  «  a  v  x  a  c  a.  o  n  ( A  w  0  s )  a  n  d 
s  u  r  f  a  c  e  ( S  W  Q  s  )  *  I  h  e  p  u  r  p  o  s  e  o  f  t  n  x  s  r  e  s  e  a  r  c  h  w  a  s  t  o  u  s  e 
t  h  e  c  o  n  t  r  a  s  1 1  n  g  x  m  p  r  e  s  s  a.  o  n  s  t  h  a  t  U  R  L  o  f  f  x  c  e  r  s  h  a  v  e 
among  .301  nt—dufv  shore.  Navv  shore,  and  Navv  sea  duty 
to  x  1  i  e  t  s  a  n  d  c  o  m  rri  a  n  d  s  t  o  a  x  d  x  n  t  h  e  d  e  v  e  i  o  p  m  e  n  t  o  f  t  h  e 
Pm  a  v  v  '  Sr  n  e  w  ;i  o  1  n  t — d  u  t  v  c  a  r  e  e  r  p  o  1  x  c  v  „  U  s  i  n  g  a  n  e  x  1  s  t  x  n  a 
d  a  t  a  u  a  s  e  „  t  n  e  a  s  s  e  s  s  m  e  n  t  s  t  r  i  a  t  3 1 5  a  v  x  a  t  1  o  n  a  n  d  1 5  3 
surface  officers  had  of  their  respective  assignments 
w  e  r  e  a  n  a  1  y  zed,.  N  a  v  y  s  e  a  cl  u  t  v  w  a  s  e  v  a  1  u  a  t  e  d  a  s  m  u  c  h  m  o  r  e 
i  n  t  r  1  n  s  x  c  a  1 1  y  r  e  w  a  r  d  x  n  g  to  v  to  o  t  h  g  r  o  u  p  s  o  f  o  f  f  x  c  e  r  s  t  h  a  n 
e  i  t  h  e  r  t  y  p  e  o  f  s  h  o  r  e  d  u  t  y „  A  v  :i.  a  1 6  r  s  o  to  s  e  r  v  e  d  t  h  a  t  s  e  a 
d  u  t  y  w  a  s  s  x  a  n  :i.  f  i  c  a  n  1 1  v  1  e  s  s  e  x  t  r  x  n  s  i  c  a  1  i  v  r  a  w  a  r  d  i  n  g 
t.  h  a  n  a  n  y  o  f  f  x  c  e  r  s  e  o  n  s  1  d  e  r  e  d  t  h  e  o  t  h  e  r  t  h  r  e  e  t  y  p  e  s  o  f 
bill  ets„  B o t  h  q  r  o u p  s  o f  o f  f  1  c  e r  s  n  o t  e d  t  h  a t  s e a  d  u t  y 
was  an  indication  that  the  Navv  wanted  them  to  continue 
on  active  cl  u t  y  ,  p o s s i  to  I  y  cienoti  n  g  t  h  a  t  t  h  e  v  w e r  e 
p  r  o  rn  o  t  a  to  1  e «  7  h  e  r  e  s  u  1 1  s  indicated  t  h  a  t  1  f  s  e  a  d  u  t  y 

o p p o r t u n i t x e s  a r e  r e d u c e d  a s  a  r e s u 1 1  o f  j o i n t-d u t y 
to  1 1 1  e  t  r  e  q  u  1  r  e  m  e  n  t  s  „  t  hi  e  A  W  0  s  a  n  d  S  W  0  s  m  a  y  n  o  t  a  e  c  e  p  t  a 
n  e  w  p  o  1  i  c  y  v  e  r  v  w  x  1 1  x  n  g  1  y .  S  u  to  Ci  t  x  t  u  t  i  n  q  j  o  x  n  t  —  d  u  t  v 
shore  tours  for  Navy  shore  tours  may  produce  the  best 
r  e  s  u  1 1  s  w  x  t  h  1  e  s  s  x  m  p  a  c  t  o  n  s  u  r  f  a  c  e  w  a  r  f  a  r  e  t  h  a  n  o  n 
a  v  1  a  t  i  a  n  o  1  c:  e  r  s » 

(U) 

01 


Navy  Personnel  Research  and  Development  Center 

San  Diego,  CA  92152-6800  TN  88-26  March  1 988 


UflflAISr 

R£S£A8€H  REPORTS  DIVISION 
WyW.'  POSTGRADUATE  SCH£0i 

mmm,  cmjb»«a  93945 


Officer  Career  Development: 
URL  Officers  in  Joint-Duty  Assignments 


Approved  for  public  release;  distribution  is  unlimited. 


DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  NAVY 

NAVY  PERSONNEL  RESEARCH  AND  DEVELOPMENT  CENTER 

SAN  DIEGO,  CALIFORNIA  92152 


3900 

Ser  62/260 
1  APR  1988 


From:  Commanding  Officer,  Navy  Personnel  Research  and  Development  Center 

Subj:  OFFICER  CAREER  DEVELOPMENT:  URL  OFFICERS  IN  30INT-DUTY  ASSIGN¬ 

MENTS 

Enel:  (1)  NPRDC  TN  88-26 

1.  This  effort  was  conducted  within  program  element  6223N  (Mission  Support  Tech¬ 
nology),  project  RM33M20  (Manpower  and  Personnel  Technology),  task  RM33M20.06 
(Career  and  Occupational  Design).  The  purpose  of  the  work  unit  is  to  develop  a  prototype 
model  of  URL  officer  career  decisions  that  can  be  used  to  assess  the  impact  of  present 
and  proposed  URL  career  policy  and  practices  upon  those  decisions  and  the  officers  career 
activities. 

2.  Enclosure  (1)  is  the  seventh  in  a  series  resulting  from  this  work  unit.  Previous  reports 
described:  the  factors  that  influence  the  early  career  development  of  surface  warfare 
officers  (SWOs)  (TR  82-59),  background  and  initial  sea  tour  factors  that  predict  SWO 
continuance  beyond  obligated  service  (TR  83-6),  SWO  career  experiences  and  concerns 
(TN  83-11),  aviation  detailer  decision  making  in  the  antisubmarine  warfare  patrol 
community  (TR  84-31),  career  development  problems  of  three  unrestricted  line  officer 
communities  (under  review),  and  the  reactions  in  1982  of  three  URL  officer  communities 
to  their  detailers  (TN  87-40). 

3.  Appreciation  is  expressed  to  CAPT  H.  Gehman  (formerly  OP-1 303)  and  CDR  W. 
Schmidt  (OP-130E40)  for  their  support  and  assistance  in  the  design  of  the  project. 

4.  Point  of  contact  at  NAVPERSRANDCEN  is  Dr.  Robert  Morrison,  AUTOVON  553-9256 
or  Commercial  (619)  553-9256.  Com: 


Distribution: 

Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Navy  (Manpower) 

Deputy  Chief  of  Navy  Operations  (MP&T)  (OP-01) 

Assistant  for  MPT  Research  and  Development  Studies  (OP-01B7) 

Director,  Military  Personnel  Policy  Division  (OP-13)  (3) 

Technology  Area  Manager,  Office  of  Naval  Technology  (Code  222) 

Chief,  U.S.  ARI-USAREUR  (Library)  (2) 

Commander,  Air  Force  Human  Resources  Laboratory,  Brooks  Air  Force  Base,  TX 
Manpower  and  Personnel  Division  (AFHRL/MO) 

Commander,  Air  Force  Human  Resources  Laboratory,  Brooks  Air  Force  Base  TX 
TSRL/Technical  Library  (FL  2870) 

President,  Naval  War  College  (Code  E-1121) 

Superintendent,  Naval  Postgraduate  School 
Director  of  Research,  U.S.  Naval  Academy 
Center  for  Naval  Analyses 

Defense  Technical  Information  Center  (DTIC)  (2) 


[  NPRDC-TN  88-26 


\  March  1988 


Officer_Career  Development:  URL  Officers  in 
'  Joint-Duty  Assignments 


R 


Robert  F.  Morrison,  Ph.D. 


Reviewed  by 
Patricia  J.  Thomas 


Approved  and  released  by 
John  J.  Pass,  Ph.D. 

Director,  Personnel  Systems  Department 


Approved  for  public  release; 
distribution  is  unlimited. 


Navy 

ll 


Personnel  Research  and  Development  Center 
San  Diego,  California  92152-6800 


SUMMARY 


Problem 


The  Defense  Department  Reorganization  Act  of  1986  placed  strong  emphasis  on 
significant  experience  in  joint-duty  assignments.  With  the  Navy's  current  career 
requirements  focused  on  sea  duty  and  the  Navy's  Washington  tours,  additional  require¬ 
ments  become  very  difficult  to  include  in  career  plans. 

Objective 

The  objective  of  this  study  is  to  provide  information  that  can  be  used  in  the 
formulation  of  the  Navy's  joint-duty  career  policy  by  comparing  the  characteristics  of 
joint-duty  shore,  Navy  shore,  and  Navy  sea  duty  billets.  The  billet  descriptions  were 
provided  by  the  incumbent  URL  officer's  perceptions  of  such  billets  prior  to  the  passing  of 
the  Act. 

Approach 

The  Personnel  Distribution  and  Career  Development  work  unit  data  bank  of  6,680 
officers  yielded  105  aviators  and  51  surface  warfare  officers  that  were  in  joint-duty 
command  tours  in  FY86.  The  156  officers'  perceptions  of  their  billets,  commands,  and  the 
Navy's  desire  to  retain  them  on  active  duty  and  their  FITPEPs  were  compared  with 
matched  samples  of  officers  in  Navy  shore  and  Navy  sea  duty  billets. 

Results 


Billet  incumbents  perceived  Navy  sea  duty  as  much  more  intrinsically  rewarding  than 
the  incumbents  of  Navy  or  joint-duty  shore  duty.  The  same  relationship  was  present  in 
their  perceptions  of  the  Navy's  desire  for  them  to  continue  on  active  duty.  Aviators 
perceived  Navy  shore  duty  as  more  intrinsically  rewarding  than  joint-duty  shore  duty; 
Navy  sea  duty  as  much  less  extrinsically  attractive  than  either  types  of  shore  duty;  and 
joint-duty  tour  subordinates  as  less  favorable  than  those  in  other  tours.  There  were  no 
significant  differences  in  the  FITREPs  among  any  tours  or  officer  communities. 

Discussion  and  Conclusion 


Senior  aviation  and  surface  warfare  officers  place  a  very  strong  emphasis  on  the 
professional  development  aspects  of  Navy  sea  duty  assignments.  Since  officers  in  such 
assignments  also  perceive  themselves  as  more  desired  by  the  Navy  to  continue  their 
careers,  it  appears  that  Navy  sea  tours  are  highly  valued  and  appear  to  be  perceived  as 
significant  indicators  of  the  officer's  potential  for  future  promotion.  Since  both  Navy  and 
joint-duty  shore  tours  are  considered  less  attractive  than  sea  duty,  new  career  policy 
should  trade  Navy  shore  tours  for  joint-duty  shore  tours  rather  than  Navy  sea  tours  for 
joint-duty  shore  tours.  The  present  low  assessments  of  joint-duty  shore  tours — and  future 
evaluations  of  Navy  career  policy- -will  probably  drop  further  if  the  new  policy  does  not 
include  significant  assignments,  adequate  tour  lengths  and  the  opportunity  to  complete 
such  assignments. 
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INTRODUCTION 


Problem 


In  the  Defense  Department  Reorganization  Act  of  1986,  Congress  placed  strong 
emphasis  on  officers  obtaining  significant  experience  in  joint-duty  assignments  (i.e.,  those 
assignments  associated  with  the  coordination  of  activity  among  two  or  more  military 
services).  While  the  impact  of  the  act  on  the  Air  Force  and  the  Army  cadres  of  officers 
would  appear  to  be  limited,  it  is  major  for  Navy  officers.  Traditionally,  the  Navy  has 
focused  on  operational  experience  at  sea  as  the  key  factor  and  Navy  headquarters 
experience  in  Washington  as  the  secondary  consideration  when  selecting  line  officers  to 
achieve  flag  rank.  This  emphasis  leaves  little  opportunity  for  highly  promotable  officers 
to  be  assigned  to  joint-duty  billets,  suggesting  that  a  change  in  policy  is  essential. 
Otherwise,  it  will  not  be  possible  to  meet  Congress'  requirements  in  regards  to  these 
assignments  without  significantly  reducing  the  emphasis  on  warfare  experience  that  has 
been  so  successful  over  the  Navy's  long  history. 

Objective 

To  assist  the  Navy  policy  makers  in  the  development  of  an  optimal  joint-duty 
assignment  policy,  an  assessment  was  undertaken  of  the  perceptions  of  line  officers  about 
joint-duty  commands  and  billets  and  the  quality  of  the  officers  assigned  to  such  duty  prior 
to  passage  of  the  1986  Act.  The  results  should  aid  not  only  in  developing  policy  that  is 
optimally  acceptable  to  the  officers  but  also  in  designing  the  best  strategy  for 
implementing  the  new  policy. 

Background 

Between  3uly  and  October  1986,  survey  data  were  collected  from  7,842  unrestricted 
line  officers  from  the  aviation,  general  unrestricted  line,  and  surface  warfare 
communities  in  the  grades  of  0-1  through  0-6.  These  data  were  part  of  an  exploratory 
development  project,  Personnel  Distribution  and  Career  Development  (PDCD)  (Morrison  & 
Cook,  1985).  The  purpose  of  the  project  is  to  provide  a  prototype  model  of  influences  on 
officers'  career  decisions  that  could  be  used  as  an  aid  for  Navy  officer  policy  makers  and 
personnel  managers.  The  survey  data  can  be  merged  with  the  officer  master  file  (OMF) 
and  are  supported  by  extensive  interviews.  These  data  were  available  to  aid  in  achieving 
the  objective. 


APPROACH 

To  achieve  the  objective,  a  comparison  was  made  among  three  groups  of  Navy 
officers  of  their  perceptions  of  their  current  assignments  (command  and  billet)  and  of  the 
Navy's  desire  for  them  to  continue  their  careers.  One  group  was  currently  ( 1986)  in  joint- 
duty  assignments  and  the  others  were  in  either  a  Navy  shore  or  sea  assignment.  The 
latter  two  groups  were  also  selected  from  the  officers  who  had  never  had  joint-duty 
assignments.  General  unrestricted  line  officers  were  withdrawn  from  the  population 
because  they  are  not  eligible  for  operational  sea  tours,  a  key  facet  of  the  investigation. 

Sample 

A  PDCD  subsample  data  file  of  3,805  aviation  and  2,875  surface  warfare  officers 
(SWOs)  was  searched  to  find  all  that  were  in  one  of  the  177  commands  (UIC)  that  the 
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Navy  previously  considered  to  be  joint-duty  assignments.  Of  the  joint-duty  officers,  only 
one  was  in  a  sea  position  so  that  individual  group  was  omitted.  One  hundred  and  five 
aviation  and  51  SWOs  were  identified  as  joint-duty  shore  assignment  officers  (Table  1). 
The  remaining  file  of  6,523  officers  was  reduced  by  removing  the  officers  who  had  served 
in  a  joint-duty  UIC  prior  to  1986.  The  file  was  reduced  further  by  deleting  officers  with 
additional  qualification  designation  in  the  OMF  personnel  record  that  indicated  joint-duty 
experience  (joint  operation  planning  system  or  joint,  combined,  allied  or  office  of  the 
secretary  of  defense  staff  officer).  From  the  remainder,  those  without  present  or  prior 
joint-duty  experience,  four  random  samples  were  selected,  stratified  to  match  the  number 
of  officers  in  the  grades  and  communities  represented  in  the  joint-duty,  shore  assignment 
groups.  One  hundred  and  five  aviators  assigned  to  Navy  shore  duty  and  one  hundred  and 
five  assigned  to  Navy  sea  duty  were  chosen.  Fifty-one  SWOs  assigned  to  Navy  shore  duty 
and  a  similar  number  assigned  to  Navy  sea  duty  were  also  selected  (Table  1). 


Table  1 
Sample 


Assignment 

N  by  Community 

Aviation 

SWO 

Total 

Joint-duty 

105 

51 

156 

Navy  shore 

105 

51 

156 

Navy  sea 

105 

51 

156 

Total 

315 

153 

468 

All  of  the  officers  were  male  and  62  percent  were  grade  0-5.  The  remainder  were 
nearly  evenly  split  between  0-4  (16%)  and  0-6  (14%)  with  a  few  0-3s  present. 

Variables 


In  the  survey  instrument  referred  to  above,  the  officers  used  a  seven  point  scale  to 
evaluate  12  aspects  of  their  present  jobs  and  related  duties.  They  were  also  asked  to 
evaluate  five  aspects  of  their  present  tour  on  a  five  point  scale  from  highly  unfavorable  to 
highly  favorable.  To  simplify  the  reporting  of  the  results,  these  17  aspects  of  the  job  and 
tour  were  clustered  into  scales  (Table  2)  that  had  been  developed  as  part  of  the  PDCD 
project.  The  major  one,  intrinsic,  was  composed  of  the  officers'  evaluations  of  their  jobs' 
challenge,  use  of  skills  and  abilities,  interesting  duties,  adventure,  sense  of  accomplish¬ 
ment,  opportunity  to  grow  professionally,  and  doing  something  important.  These  seven 
intrinsic  outcomes  are  internal  to  the  officers  and  are  given  by  them  to  themselves.  Such 
outcomes  appear  to  satisfy  the  officers'  needs  for  competence  and  self  actualization 
(Porter,  Lawler,  &  Hackman,  1975,  p.  45).  The  second  significant  factor,  extrinsic, 
comprised  evaluations  of  the  separation  from  family/friends,  hours  of  work  required,  work 
pressure,  and  ability  to  plan  and  schedule  activities  associated  with  their  jobs.  These  four 
extrinsic  outcomes  are  external  to  the  officers  and  have  a  concrete  reality.  Such 
outcomes  appear  to  satisfy  the  officer's  needs  for  security,  esteem/reputation,  and 
autonomy  (Porter  et  al.,  1975). 
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Table  2 


Aspects  of  Jobs  and  Commands 


Intrinsic 

Challenge 

Use  of  skills  and  abilities 
Interesting  duties 
Adventure 

Sense  of  accomplishment 
Opportunity  to  grow  professionally 
Doing  something  important 


Extrinsic 

Separation  from  family/friends 
Hours  of  work  required 
Work  pressure 

Ability  to  plan  and  schedule  activities 


Social  System 

Superiors 

Immediate  subordinates 
Readyroom/wardroom/peers 


Another  type  of  variable  analyzed  was  the  officers'  perception  of  whether  the  Navy 
wanted  him  to  continue  his  career  as  an  active  duty  Navy  officer;  a  seven  point  scale 
from  definitely  not  to  definitely  does  was  used.  The  final  variable  was  a  quality  index 
that  had  been  computed  using  information  that  the  officers  provided  from  their  last  few 
evaluations  (FITREPs)  (Holzbach,  1979;  Morrison,  Martinez,  &  Townsend,  1984). 

Analyses 

Pair-wise  comparisons  of  group  means  for  both  scale  scores  and  individual  items  were 
conducted  using  t  tests.  Since  unequal  cell  sizes  and  heterogeneity  of  variance  were 
present,  analysis  of  variance  could  not  be  used. 


RESULTS 

When  the  intrinsic  aspects  of  the  work  are  considered,  SWOs  evaluate  Navy  sea  duty 
higher  than  the  other  assignment  types  (joint-duty:  t  =  5.8,  p  =  .00;  Navy  shore:  t  =  4.2, 
p  =  .00)  indicating  that  there  is  no  difference  between  joint-duty  and  Navy  shore  billets 
(t  =  1.5,  n.s.).  Aviators  also  assess  Navy  sea  duty  as  better  than  Navy  shore  duty  (t  =  -2.3, 
p  =  .02)  but  feel  that  Navy  shore  duty  is  better  than  joint-service  shore  duty  (t  =  -2.6, 
p  =  .01)  (see  Table  3).  Both  SWOs  and  aviators  see  Navy  sea  billets  as  more  intrinsically 
rewarding  than  either  type  of  shore  jobs.  The  key  intrinsically  rewarding  aspects  of  sea 
duty  appear  to  be  "adventure,"  "challenge,"  and  "opportunity  to  grow";  they  are  rated  the 
highest  of  the  seven  intrinsic  job  characteristics  for  both  groups  of  officers.  SWOs  rate 
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all  Intrinsic  aspects  of  sea  duty  higher  than  the  same  ones  for  either  joint  or  Navy  shore 
duty. 


Table  3 

Intrinsic  Aspects  of  Work 


Assignment 

Community  Mean3 

Aviation*3 

SWO 

Joint-duty 

4.8 

4.5 

Navy  shore 

5.3 

5.0 

Navy  sea 

5.8 

6.  lc 

Mean  score  across  seven  items;  there  are  no 
differences  between  aviators  and  surface 
officers  in  the  same  type  of  assignments. 

^Each  mean  score  is  significantly  higher 
(p_<  .01)  than  the  one  above  it. 

Q 

Significantly  higher  (p  =  .00)  than  the  mean 
scores  for  the  other  two  types  of  SWO 
assignments. 


The  evaluations  of  the  extrinsic  aspects  of  their  shore  assignments  show  similar  the 
same  patterns  and  levels  of  evaluation  for  both  officer  communities  (see  Table  4).  While 
SWOs  rate  the  extrinsic  characteristics  of  sea  duty  nearly  the  same  as  Navy  shore  duty 
(t  =  1.5,  n.s.)  and  only  slightly  worse  that  joint-duty  (t  =  2.2,  p  =  .03)  aviators  rate  Navy 
sea  duty  significantly  lower  than  both  types  of  shore  duty  (p  =  .00).  "Separation  from 
family/friends"  appears  to  be  the  key  sea  duty  factor  that  is  rated  as  especially 
unfavorable  by  the  aviators;  however,  both  "hours  of  work  required"  and  the  "ability  to 
plan  and  schedule  activities"  were  also  negatively  rated  characteristics  of  sea  duty  for  the 
flyers. 

There  are  minimal  differences  between  the  two  communities  when  they  rate  the 
social  system  of  the  various  commands  across  the  three  types  of  assignments  (see  Table 
5).  However,  aviators  assess  their  joint-duty  command  social  system  lower  than  either 
type  of  Navy  command  (shore:  t  =  2.2,  p  =  .03;  sea:  t  =  1.9,  p  =  .03).  This  effect  seems  to 
be  due  primarily  to  differences  between  the  subordinates  that  work  for  the  aviators  in  the 
joint-duty  tours  compared  to  those  working  for  them  on  Navy  shore  and  sea  billets. 

Both  the  aviators  and  SWOs  in  shore  assignments  feel  that  the  Navy  is  expressing  a 
significantly  lower  desire  to  have  them  stay  in  the  service  than  the  impression  that  the 
Navy  gave  them  if  they  were  in  a  Navy  sea  assignment  (see  Table  6).  There  are  no 
significant  differences  between  the  two  communities  across  the  three  types  of  assign¬ 
ments. 
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Table  4 


Extrinsic  Aspects  of  Work 


Assignment 

Community  Mean3 

Aviation 

SWOb 

Joint-duty 

5.0 

5.2 

Navy  shore 

5.3 

5.0 

Navy  sea 

4.0C 

4.6 

g 

Mean  score  across  four  items. 

°Navy  sea  duty  significantly  lower  than  joint- 
duty  but  minimal  differences  among  the  re¬ 
maining  contrasts. 

Significantly  lower  than  aviators  perceive 
other  types  of  assignments  (p  =  .00)  or  sur¬ 
face  officers  perceive  sea  duty  (p  <  .91). 


Table  5 

Social  System  Aspects  of  Work 


Assignment 

3, 

Community  Mean 

Aviation 

SWO 

Joint-duty 

4.2b 

4.2 

Navy  shore 

4.4 

4.3 

Navy  sea 

4.4C 

4.3 

g 

Mean  score  across  three  items. 

^Significantly  less  than  Navy  shore  (p  =  .03) 
and  sea  (p  =  .05)  duty  for  aviators. 
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Table  6 


Do  you  feel  that  the  Navy  wants  you  to 
continue  your  career  as  an  active 
duty  naval  officer? 


Assignment 

Community  Mean3 

Aviation 

SWO 

Joint-duty 

4.3 

3.8 

Navy  shore 

4.8 

4.3 

Navy  sea 

5. 4b 

5. 8C 

0^ 

Mean  score  for  the  single  item. 

^Significantly  greater  than  either  Navy  shore 
(t  =  2.3,  p  =  .02)  or  joint-duty  (t  =  -4.3, 
p  =  .00)  aviation  assignments, 
c 

Significantly  greater  than  either  Navy  shore 
(t  =  4. 1,  p  =  .00)  or  joint-duty  (t  =  5.9,  p  =  .00) 
SWO  assignments. 


About  60  percent  of  the  officers  within  each  community  reported  sufficient  informa¬ 
tion  from  their  last  few  FITREPs  for  a  quality  index  to  be  constructed  for  them.  Since 
the  formulae  are  different  for  the  two  communities,  the  indices  were  standardized  within 
communities  to  provide  a  mean  of  zero  and  a  standard  deviation  of  one.  No  significant 
differences  were  found  between  any  pair  of  means  shown  in  Table  7,  indicating  that  the 
same  quality  of  officers  had  been  assigned  to  each  type  of  assignment.  It  should  be  noted 
that  the  Navy's  FITREPs  have  been  becoming  increasingly  skewed  toward  the  higher 
ratings  since  the  index  was  constructed  in  1982  and  the  officers  represented  in  the  sample 
are  quite  senior.  Therefore,  the  quality  index  results  may  be  questionable. 


Table  7 

FITREP  Index3 


Assignment 

Community  Mean 

Aviation 

SWO 

Joint-duty 

-.08 

-.25 

Navy  shore 

-.05 

.08 

Navy  sea 

.11 

.18 

Standardized  within  communities:  mean  = 
0.0;  standard  deviation  =  1.0. 
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DISCUSSION 


It  is  clear  that  when  relatively  senior  SWOs  rate  their  present  assignments,  those  in 
shore  assignments,  including  joint-duty,  do  not  see  their  jobs  as  intrinsically  desirable  as 
SWOs  see  their  sea  assignments.  The  shore  jobs  are  rated  especially  lower  on  "the 
opportunity  to  grow  professionally,"  "adventure,"  and  "a  sense  of  accomplishment."  It 
would  appear  that  SWOs  perceive  sea  duty  as  the  key  to  the  intrinsic  aspects  of  a  Navy 
career  and  any  shore  duty  is  perceived  as  much  less  important.  Aviators  evaluate  sea 
duty  nearly  as  highly  as  the  SWOs  but  they  consider  Navy  shore  duty  as  more  important 
than  joint-duty  in  the  "use  of  skills  and  abilities,"  as  an  "opportunity  to  grow,"  and  in 
promoting  a  greater  "sense  of  accomplishment."  While  aviators  agree  with  SWOs  about 
the  importance  of  sea  duty,  they  do  not  denigrate  Navy  shore  duty  as  markedly. 

Aviators  especially  find  that  sea  duty  includes  more  "family/friend  separation,"  "less 
chance  to  plan,"  and  "longer  hours,"  than  either  of  their  types  of  shore  assignments  or 
than  SWOs  assess  their  sea  duty.  These  may  be  the  factors  that  detract  from  Navy  sea 
duty  and  makes  Navy  shore  duty  more  attractive  than  it  appears  to  be  for  SWOs.  The 
lower  perception  that  aviators  have  of  the  quality  of  their  subordinates  may  be 
influencing  them  to  evaluate  joint-duty  tours  as  less  attractive  intrinsically  than  Navy 
shore  duty.  Poorer  quality  subordinates  may  thwart  their  opportunity  to  achieve  and  grow 
professionally.  However,  the  quality  of  their  subordinates  does  not  appear  to  be  an 
overriding  factor  in  either  impression  of  whether  the  Navy  wants  them  to  continue  their 
careers  or  not. 

Because  of  the  Navy's  traditional  emphasis  on  sea  duty,  it  appears  that  officers 
assigned  to  sea  duty  perceive  that  the  Navy  wants  them  to  continue  their  careers  more 
than  those  assigned  to  shore  billets  even  though  the  FITREP  results  are  similar  for  each 
group.  Because  senior  officers'  FITREPs  are  so  highly  skewed  to  the  high  end  of  the  scale, 
the  FITREPs  may  not  be  very  good  indicators  of  the  officers  opportunity  for  future 
promotion.  Therefore,  assignment  to  a  sea  duty  billet,  the  billet  most  closely  associated 
with  the  Navy's  purpose,  may  be  perceived  by  the  officers  as  the  Navy's  signal  to  them 
that  they  are  doing  important  things  and  still  have  promotion  potential  and  the 
opportunity  to  continue  a  Navy  career. 


CONCLUSION 

The  Navy's  traditional  emphasis  on  "going  to  sea"  is  the  probable  cause  of  the  very 
strong  perceptions  by  aviation  and  surface  warfare  officers  about  what  is  good  and  bad 
about  their  assignments  AND  what  the  Navy  has  signaled  to  them  is  important  for  them  to 
do  in  their  careers.  Senior  officers  in  both  the  aviation  and  surface  communities  assess 
sea  duty  as  being  very  important  to  their  motivation  as  a  Navy  officer.  This  appears  to 
emanate  from  the  perception  that  assignment  to  senior  sea  duty  billets  is  a  key  indicant 
that  the  Navy  wants  the  officer  to  continue  his  career  and  probably  implies  to  the  officer 
that  he  is  a  strong  contender  for  future  promotion.  If  the  new  joint-duty  policy 
jeopardizes  the  opportunity  for  significant  senior  officer  sea  duty,  that  policy  may  not  be 
readily  accepted.  Joint-duty  shore  tours  should  replace  Navy  shore  tours  for  high  quality 
officers  but  not  Navy  sea  tours. 

In  addition,  joint-duty  has  not  been  a  significant  factor  in  the  upward  mobility  of 
Navy  officers  in  the  pas  so  the  current  major  effort  to  publicize  the  fact  that  joint-duty 
will  be  critical  to  promotion  in  the  future  should  be  continued.  A  key  move  will  be 
consistently  assigning  high  quality  officers  to  important  joint-duty  tours  and  allowing 
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them  to  complete  such  assignments.  If  the  best  officers  are  assigned  to  short-term, 
perfunctory  joint-duty  billets  or  given  credit  for  questionable  joint-tours,  joint-duty  jobs 
will  become  a  form  of  "ticket-punching."  While  Navy  officers  presently  perceive  that 
their  careers  are  influenced  by  too  many  required  billets  (ticket  punching),  an  increase  in 
such  an  emphasis  may  lead  the  best  officers  to  lose  respect  for  the  Navy's  officer  career 
policies  in  spite  of  the  fact  that  Congress  mandated  the  joint-duty  assignment  require¬ 
ments. 
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